Abstract. This paper takes a critical look at the Smart Growth movement and its reliance on traditional central planning to achieve its goals. Using statewide planning in Oregon, Florida, and Washington State as examples, the paper examines the planning focus of recent efforts to manage growth through land-use planning at the state level. It then applies the Austrian critique of economic planning to the contemporary Smart Growth movement in the United States as it is reflected in statewide planning laws. The calculation debate focused primarily on the technical question of whether bureaucratic planning could, in fact, achieve market outcomes. In the current debate over Smart Growth, planning combines political and bureaucratic decisionmaking. The political context in which planning decisions are made fundamentally alters the decision making process, shifting the emphasis to articulate knowledge as the foundation for policymaking. To be relevant in the current debate over planning, the calculation debate needs to be extended to include a political dimension to its critique of planning.
Introduction
The resurgence of popular support for planning is difficult to ignore in the current political climate. More than 37 states are considering major planning and land-use reforms, and a dozen others have adopted "strong" statewide planning laws (Salkin 1999 (Salkin , 2000 . These laws typically require local governments to adopt comprehensive land-use plans and tie them to state goals and objectives, often codified into law through a growth management act or law (GMA). Practical issues associated with growth-traffic congestion, loss of open space, higher infrastructure costs, environmental quality-have provided a political climate conducive to increasingly centralized land-use planning. Most of the support for the new wave of planning reform, however, is based on abstract goals and concepts, not an understanding of their practicality. This paper focuses on the practical aspects of implementing conventional urban planning ideas using the socialist calculation debate as a context and general framework. Modern planning reforms are rooted in conventional planning concepts, and, as such, they tend to minimize or even ignore the practical issues surrounding implementation. The next section discusses Smart Growth and the core elements that appear to anchor the current wave of policy reforms. Florida, Oregon, and Washington State are used as examples for how these planning reforms manifest themselves in practice. Section 3 then presents the basic outlines of the socialistic calculation debate and the core of the Austrian critique of planning. Section 4 applies the Austrian critique to Smart Growth by focusing on the dynamic and political dimensions of planning implementation. Section 5 concludes with a brief summary of the main points of the paper.
Smart Growth and Urban Planning
The most heralded case of state and local growth management may be Oregon, the first geographically diverse state to implement a statewide planning law. The Portland metropolitan area, in particular, has become a national model for regional growth management, engaging in top-down land-use and transportation planning since 1979 through its urban-growth boundary (Knaap and Nelson 1992, Howe 1993:61-73) . More recently, it has instituted a regional land-use plan, the 2040 Plan, that emphasizes compact, transit-oriented, mixed-use development, and density standards to encourage high-density development. Other states have taken different approaches, from top-down state action in Florida to more decentralized and bottom-up approaches in Georgia and Tennessee.
While the detail and style of Smart Growth shifts, many of the common themes include a significantly expanded role for local and regional political control over growth (Staley 2001b) . This political control manifests itself in a greatly enhanced role for traditional planning. Planning requires the establishment of formal goals and the identification of a set of strategies for achieving those goals. In the context of growth management, these goals may be defined specifically (e.g., a maximum city size of 75,000) or generally (e.g., promote "sustainable" development or "livability"). A set of strategies is identified that uses a mix of non-market growth-management tools such as urban-growth boundaries, zoning, building permit caps, density requirements, or urban-design standards.
Portland, Oregon has the most developed set of growth-management strategies in place within the United States. Its regional growth boundary hems in a 3-county urban area of about 2 million people. In the early 1990s, the city embarked on an aggressive growth-management plan that identified growth corridors, designated employment and population centers, and invested heavily in public transit (Mildner 2001) . While initial growth-management policies encouraged higher densities by eliminating maximum density limitations, concern that market-driven development was not generating sufficiently high densities led to the imposition of a minimum density (maximum lot size) standard of 8,500 square foot lots in the late 1990s (Staley, Edgens, and Mildner 1999) . The 2040 growth-management plan is rooted in an ideal-type of the city that borrows heavily from the urban form of European cities and early 20th century American cities.
Interestingly, while Oregon's statewide growth management law is one of the most comprehensive, it lacks specificity. Communities are required to implement urban-growth boundaries and adopt comprehensive plans that account for a number of different issues (e.g., enviromental protection, curbing urban sprawl, etc.), but the statewide plan provides little concrete guidance. In Washington State, on the other hand, growth-management hearing boards have settled on a standard maximum lot size of a quarter acre as the criteria for determining whether development is "sprawl". In Oregon, local communities are expected to set standards. Thus, Portland's approach is unique even within Oregon. Moreover, the
